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REPLY BRIEF 

Dear Sir: 

This is in reply to the Exanminer's Answer mailed on June 3, 2009. 

Appellant wishes to point out that in addition to the disagreement with the Examiner's 
interpretation of the He, et al. reference articulated in Appellant's opening brief, it is worth 
noting that the Examiner incorrectly contends that the He, et al. reference includes 
"electromagnets on said car and said car follower portions interacting to force said elevator car to 
be centered between said cai* follower portions," (Page 3 of Examiner's Answer). There is no 
such teaching in the He, et al. reference. 

There are no electromagnets on a car and a car follower portion in that reference. 
Instead, as explained in the reference, the electromagnets 130 are mounted on the safety planks 
120 of the frame and reaction plates 134 are mounted to the platfonn 1 12. Therefore, it is not a 
proper interpretation of the reference to say that there are "electromagnets on said car and said 

1 



69,469-241; OT-5 178 

car follower portions." There are no electromagnetvS associated with the frame and the platfonn 
1 12 in the He, et al reference. 

Further, there is no "interacting" between electromagnets in the He, et al reference. 
Instead, the electromagnets 130 only react with the reaction plates 134 using an attractive force. 
There is no interaction between electromagnets in the He, et al reference. 

The Examiner makes further comments in this regard on page 5 of the Examiner's 
Answer where the Examiner suggests that "paired electromagnets" are used in the He, et al 
reference somehow similar to electromagnets in the Kurosawa, et al reference. On page 6 the 
Examiner contends that the electromagnets of the He, et al reference somehow "work in 
tandem" without any support from the specification, whatsoever. 

The Examiner's reference to the "push/pull" motion in the He, et al. reference does not 
lead to a conclusion that there is interaction between electromagnets. Instead, that statement in 
the He, et al reference means that one electromagnet is used to pull in one direction independent 
of another electromagnet oriented in the opposite direction. The other electromagnet would be 
used to pull in the opposite direction independent of the one. In other words, one magnet is used 
to move the platform relative to the frame in one direction while the other magnet is used to 
move the platfoiTn relative to the frame in an opposite direction. The two electromagnets never 
work together, do not work in tandem and do not interact in any way. 

It follows that the Examiner's interpretation of the He, et al reference is not supported by 
the reference because there are no electromagnets on the different components as suggested by 
the Examiner, there is no interaction between them and they do not operate as the Examiner 
suggests. 

With regard to the Kurosawa, et al reference, Appellant now recognizes which part the 
Examiner is pointing to for supporting the Examiner's position regarding the use of a repulsive 
force. Even with that, the proposed combination cannot be made. As already pointed out by 
Appellant, changing the He, et al reference by using the teachings of the Kurosawa, et al 
reference would change the principle of operation in the He, et al reference. Such a 
modification cannot be used to manufacture a prima facie case of obviousness. Appellant 
respectfiilly disagrees with the Examiner's interpretation of the principle of operation in the He, 
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e( at refefeT\ce A-gain, the Examiner suggests that there ift somehow a tandem coopcratjon or 
intoradion bouvctn ckxtnwiaguets m tho //(> I'i ictutcnce lh<n ron'u'u' lound m the 
jefeicru ipMo.i'l otu- ccUronugnc^ pitils in one aucotjon imicpcndcm li t ic otLu i he other 
ekciM*] li^ K'* pjIi-> J 1 n oppo-5itc du ccuoii xndeperident of the one, Thcjc is no mtcraction 
between them. I hey do not work together. 

The principle of operation in tiiat iclcrcnce is to use an electix^inognet 130 and to 
complete a magnetic fltix circuit using a reaclt\e piatc 134 and causing the plate to be attracted 
to the elcctiomaenct when it is encjgi/etl If one were to substitute m tho {eachin^is horn the 
Kufo^awa, it u! u'l>irnco cxtnutcd t)^ tlo 1 xanmcK tiiat wouid chiujc tlic ptintip.o oi 
operation h\ u^Uicin*^ <i IvHuc m t^i {^ppo^iio d i<.\t ou .tnd dimnwhnt the ic.i,tn(' puUo ihat 
tonipletos Uk i^notu ^h)^ c.rciiit dcbuubod m ihc tL i at iclc ^.m v Si . h a du^ig^; to tho 
piixiciple of opciation ol a ictcunce (suoh as CiUHiug it to work lu t.n oppobito manner as it us 
described) cannot be made for purposes of ;rving to manufacture a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

The I xammei'h pujpo.scd eonibnuition umrot bo made and Iheit; i^ no /jm;?,-.? facie case 
of obviousness. 

W'th icgaid to 'he dependent t-lanns those 'cct-tious aie ttasoiscd on {W ^^nic giounds 
Appellant has ut»t staivcd any argument thai those c'aimi, are also patentable 

Respectf ullv submutea, 

(^'arisorij c|aske5N|;^ 0!ds 
400 W. Maple Road Ste. 350 
Birmin^am, MI 4S009 
(248)988-8360 

Datal: August 3, 2009 
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